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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Arguments 
1 . Applicant's arguments, with respect to claims 1 - 7, filed March 1 1 , 2004 have 
been fully considered but they are not persuasive for the following reasons. 

Applicant argues: Aiken 's teachings do not even suggest identifying a minimal 
portion of data that contains matches with all of the data fragments in a search query, 
wherein at least one of the data fragments appears only once in minimal portion, as 
claimed in the present. The passage in Aiken relied upon the Office action for the 
rejection refers to a "minimal sequence" of Aiken is not like the "minimal portion" of the 
present invention. The "minimal portion" in the present application and claims has 
specifically stated meaning. This means, among other things, that some, but not all, of 
the data fragments in the query can appear more than once in the minimal portion of 
data. At least one data fragment must appear only once in the port, or else the portion is 
not "minimal." (Page 7, Paragraphs 1 and 2). 

Regarding applicant's arguments, it is respectfully noted that Applicant's 
arguments appear incommensurate in scope with the limitations of representative 
claims 1, 6 and 7. In particular, the examiner does not see where the "minimal portion" 
must comprise some, but not all, of the data fragments appearing more then once. 

It is noted that Aiken's query and show in Fig.3 and column 15, line 3 through 
column 16, line 27, "This is it folks" can be fairly interpreted as a conglomeration of data 
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fragments. Aiken matches sequence (minimal) portions with said fragments (i.e. portion 
"thi" matches with its sentence fragment "thi" in the query). Since the letters "t", "h" and 
"i" appear only once within the matched sentence fragment, said data fragment appears 
only once in the minimal portion, therefore the claimed limitation is rendered obvious 
over the art of record at the present time. 

There is nothing in the claimed limitations, which preclude the examiner from this 
interpretation. 

2. Examiner respectfully disagrees with all of the allegations as argued. Examiner, 
in his previous office action, pointed out exact locations in the cited prior art. 

In view of the above, the examiner contends that all limitations as recited in the 
claims have been addressed in this Action. For the above reasons, Examiner believed 
that rejection of the last Office action was proper. 

Double Patenting 

3. The nonstatutory double patenting rejection is based on a judicially created 
doctrine grounded in public policy (a policy reflected in the statute) so as to prevent the 
unjustified or improper timewise extension of the "right to exclude" granted by a patent 
and to prevent possible harassment by multiple assignees. See In re Goodman, 1 1 
F.3d 1046, 29 USPQ2d 2010 (Fed. Cir. 1993); In re Longi, 759 F.2d 887, 225 

USPQ 645 (Fed. Cir. 1985); In re Van Ornum, 686 F.2d 937, 214 USPQ 761 (CCPA 
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1982); In re Vogel, 422 F.2d 438, 164 USPQ 619 (CCPA 1970); and, In re Thorington, 
418 F.2d 528, 163 USPQ 644 (CCPA 1969). 

A timely filed terminal disclaimer in compliance with 37 CFR 1 .321 (c) may be 
used to overcome an actual or provisional rejection based on a nonstatutory double 
patenting ground provided the conflicting application or patent is shown to be commonly 
owned with this application, See 37 CFR 1.130(b). 

Effective January 1 , 1994, a registered attorney or agent of record may sign a 
terminal disclaimer. A terminal disclaimer signed by the assignee must fully comply with 
37 CFR 3.73(b). 

Claim 1 is rejected under the judicially created doctrine of obviousness-type 
double patenting as being unpatentable over claim 1 of U.S. Patent Number 6,625,599. 
Although the conflicting claims are not identical, they are not patentably distinct from 
each other because they are substantially similar in scope and they use the same 
limitations, using varying terminology. 

The difference between claim 1 of USP 6,625,599 and instant claim is that claim 
1 does not recite the term "identifying a minimal portion of said data that contains 
matches with all of the data fragments, wherein at least one of the data fragments 
appears only once in the minimal portion". 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to exclude the term "identifying a minimal portion of said data that 
contains matches with all of the data fragments, wherein at least one of the data 
fragments appears only once in the minimal portion" because the person would have 
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realized that the remaining elements would have performed the same functions as 
before. " Omission of element and its function in combination is obvious expedient if the 
remaining elements perform same functions as before ." See In re Karlson (CCPA) 136 
USPQ 184, decide Jan 16, 1963, Appl. No. 6857, U.S. Court of Customs and Patent 
Appeals. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claims 1 t 6 and 7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over U.S. Patent 5,694,593 issued to Baclawski, Kenneth P. (hereinafter 
"Baclawski") in view of U.S. Patent 6,493,709 issued to Alexandria Aiken 
(hereinafter "Aiken"). 

Regarding claims 1, 6 and 7, Baclawski teaches a method for searching data to 
locate a portion of said data identified by a search query, the method comprising: 

receiving a search query including two or more data fragments expected to be 
contained within said data (see column 2, lines 12-13); 
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searching the data to locate matches between the data and the respective data 
fragments (see column 2, lines 13-14); and 

Baclawski does not explicitly state identifying a minimal portion of said data that 
contains matches with all of the data fragments, wherein at least one of the data 
fragments appears only once in the minimal portion. 

However, Aiken discloses identifying a minimal portion of said data that contains 
matches with all of the data fragments, wherein at least one of the data fragments 
appears only once in the minimal portion (see column 15, line 3 through column 16, line 
27). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made where minimal sequence is minimal portion of the search data. 
The minimal sequence is obtained by traversing the fragment of the search document. 
The motivation is that the system comprises a plurality of data storage units and 
application, which generates a search request using the fragments of the query to 
perform a search on its respective database. These fragments make the search quick 
and cost efficient. 

Regarding claim 3, Baclawski teaches the steps of: 

(i) receiving said data in a computer memory (see column 1 , lines 32 - 42); 

(ii) receiving a search query comprising two or more data fragments (see column 
2, lines 1 2 - 1 3 and column 3, lines 25 - 26); 
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(lii) searching the data to locate matches between the data and the respective 
data fragments (see column 2, lines 13-16); 

(iv) recording the memory addresses of said matches (see column 7, lines 29 - 

31); 

Baclawski does not explicitly teach (v) for each match, identifying any partial 
overlap with any other match; (vi) for any such partial overlap, searching said data to 
seek a new match which does not overlap any other match; and (vii) identifying a 
portion of said data from the location of the first to the last non-overlapping match 

Aiken teaches (v) for each match, identifying any partial overlap with any other 
match (see column 14, lines 10-11); 

(vi) for any such partial overlap, searching said data to seek a new match which 
does not overlap any other match (see column 14, lines 11 - 15); and 

(vii) identifying a portion of said data from the location of the first to the last 
non-overlapping match (column 14, lines 19 - 28). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine the teaching of Aiken with the teaching of Baclawski 
wherein an entry in the output search list, this entry including the file name, offset and 
length of the overlap area are created. The motivation is that the offset can also be 
included in the entry, and used to order the fragment search. This effectively minimizes 
the search time. 

Regarding claim 5, Baclawski teaches displaying said data upon a display screen 
and highlighting said identified portion of data (see column 9, lines 40-44). 
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6. Claims 2 and 4 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Baclawski in view of Aiken and further in view of U.S. Patent 5,884,303 issued to 
Brown, Anthony Peter Graham (hereinafter "Brown"). 



Regarding claim 2, Baclawski or Aiken does not explicitly teach identifying a 
portion of said data containing all of said data fragments and extending between: 

an end location which is the location of the first match with that one of said data 
fragments which is the last to appear in the data; and 

a start location which is the location of the match, next preceding said end 
location, with that one of the said data fragments which is the first to appear in the data. 

Brown teaches an end location which is the location of the first match with that 
one of said data fragments which is the last to appear in the data (see column 4, lines 
56 - 57); and 

a start location which is the location of the match, next preceding said end 
location, with that one of the said data fragments which is the first to appear in the data 
(see column 4, lines 48 - 53). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine the teaching of Brown with the teaching of Baclawski 
and Aiken wherein the start position and end position determine a match of the search 
fragment. The motivation is that this combination produces an efficient and extremely 
high data search rate. 
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Regarding claim 4, Baclawski and Aiken disclose the claimed subject matter as 
discussed in claim 1 . Baclawski does not explicitly teach the steps of: (i) storing the data 
fragments in computer memory as a string variable; (ii) searching the data to locate the 
first match between the data and each data fragment and, for each data fragment, store 
the location of that first match as a respective pointer variable; (iii) by reference to the 
pointer variables and the string lengths of the data fragments determining any partial 
overlaps between said matches. 

Brown teaches (i) storing the data fragments in computer memory as a string 
variable (see column 3, lines 37 - 41 ); 

(ii) searching the data to locate the first match between the data and each data 
fragment and, for each data fragment, store the location of that first match as a 
respective pointer variable (see column 1, lines 15-18, coiumn 3, lines 37-41 and 
column 4, lines 49 - 50); 

(iii) by reference to the pointer variables and the string lengths of the data 
fragments determining any partial overlaps between said matches (see column 4, line 
51 and column 5, lines 1 -4); 

(iv) for any such partial overlap, searching the data to locate the next match with 
the relevant data fragment and store the location of that next match in a respective 
further pointer variable (see column 4, lines 48 - 53 and column 5, lines 1 - 2); 

(v) by reference to said pointer variables determining any remaining partial 
overlaps between said matches and repeat step (iv) until there is identified a portion of 
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said data containing all of said data fragments without any overlaps therebetween (see 
column 3, line 57; column 4, lines 64 - 67 and column 5, lines 1 - 2). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine the teaching of Brown with the teaching of Baclawski 
and Aiken wherein searching the data to locate the next match with the relevant data 
fragment and store the location of that next match in a respective further pointer 
variable. The motivation is that the system comprises a plurality of data storage units 
and application, which generates a search request using the fragments of the query to 
perform a search on its respective database. These fragments make the search quick 
and cost efficient. 

Conclusion 

7. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Fred I. Ehichioya whose telephone number is 703-305- 
8039. The examiner can normally be reached on M - F 8:00 AM to 4:30 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, John E. Breene can be reached on 703-305-9790. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

Fred I. Ehichioya 
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Art Unit 21 72 
May 11,2004 




